The mystic and scholar of Nishapur, Abū l-Qāsim al-Qushayrī, is widely acclaimed for his important treatise on the Sufĳi Path, al-Risāla, and his Sufĳi commentary of the Qur'an, Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt. However, a commentary composed during his early career has been largely overlooked despite its wide attestation in the biographical literature. Called al-Tafsīr al-kabīr or "the Major Commentary," this work may only survive in manuscript form. At the center of the present study are two manuscripts from Leiden and Istanbul that appear to partially preserve Qushayrī's earliest work of Qur'anic exegesis. By examining the various authorities cited in the text and cross-referencing relevant works, this study works to date the commentary of each text, to identify their respective commentarial influences and authorities, and to draw possible conclusions concerning how the manuscripts relate to one another and ultimately to Qushayrī, the alleged author.
after all, both begun in 437/1045-6 when Qushayrī was over sixty years old and writing with the maturity and wisdom of age. It is peculiar then that the earliest records of Qushayrī's life hardly name either work.1 Even his grandson Abū l-Ḥasan ʿAbd al-Ghāfĳir b. Ismāʿīl al-Fārisī (d. 529/1134) makes no direct reference to either the Risāla or the Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt in Qushayrī's biographical entry. It is not until the seventh/thirteenth century that chroniclers begin to include these texts when covering Qushayrī.2 However, beginning with Fārisī the biographers do name a diffferent composition called al-Tafsīr al-kabīr, an important, but overlooked commentary of the Qur'an.3 The Tafsīr al-kabīr is not only a major work from Qushayrī's corpus but also the product of a lively period of tafsīr production in Khurasan, especially in the city of Nishapur. 4 An appreciation of its contents would provide valuable information for better 2 Al-Ṣarīfīnī (d. 641/1243), who produced a recension of Fārisī's biographical dictionary, mentions the Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt in his biography of Fārisī, the last entry in the compilation, stating, "The Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt was read by [al-Fārisī] Yet some confusion surrounds the title of the work. The phrase al-tafsīr al-kabīr may be read as a proper title, "The Major Commentary," or more generically as "the great commentary." Given the ambiguity, many later biographers took al-tafsīr al-kabīr to be a reference to Qushayrī's Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt. However, a careful reading of an early report reveals the suggestion to be erroneous. It states, " [Qushayrī] composed the Tafsīr al-kabīr before [the year] 410 in appointed sessions."5 The date 410/1019-20 is too early for the Latāʾif al-ishārāt since Qushayrī states that he began that work in 437/1045-6.6 The Tafsīr al-kabīr, on the other hand, was written decades earlier when Qushayrī was in his thirties. The question remains then, what is this work called al-Tafsīr al-kabīr and might some or all of it have survived in manuscript form? The following study seeks to answer these questions by examining two manuscripts that have been attributed to Qushayrī with three objectives in mind: 1) dating the texts; 2) determining their respective sources and influences; and, 3) speculating on their possible connection to Qushayrī. has not been rigorously interrogated nor have the texts been analyzed side-byside. A review of the earlier studies is in order.
Preceding Studies
The question of Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr has not been entirely overlooked. In 1968 Rashid Ahmad (Jullandri) was the fĳirst scholar to investigate the Tafsīr al-kabīr in his dissertation at the University of Cambridge.9 Inspecting several manuscripts that had been cataloged as Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr, he concludes that only the Leiden manuscript is authentic, being completely unaware of the Laleli manuscript. His criteria for the Leiden manuscript's authenticity rest mainly on dating and comparisons made with later commentaries, namely those of Qushayrī's son Abū Naṣr ʿAbd al-Raḥīm (d. 514/1120), Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī (d. 606/1209) and al-Qurṭubī (d. 671/1272). Ahmad pays special attention to frequent citations of an unspecifĳied Abū ʿAlī, who he presumes, on some occasions, to be Qushayrī's fĳirst Sufĳi master Abū ʿAlī al-Daqqāq (d. 405/1015).10 The study focuses on the (often spurious) identifĳication of authorities cited in the work, many of whom are Muʿtazilis. While Ahmad's work is valuable for bringing the Leiden manuscript to light, his analysis is outdated. Scholarship on both Rāzī's tafsīr, which is critical to Ahmad's argument, and the Muʿtazila, whom he calls "free thinkers," has developed substantially since that time. Ahmad also criticizes the author for using "unauthentic traditions" and including "superfluous" material further revealing the study's subjective flaws.11 Therefore, while Ahmad's study serves as a valuable reference point, it is still a "nebulous examination" that must be approached with caution.12
Gerhard Böwering has also recognized the importance of the Tafsīr al-kabīr in a number of his works. In his 1980 study of the mystical commentary of 9 The work, with various degrees of modifĳication, has since been published on a number of occasions. The latest of these has excised most of the material concerning the Tafsīr al-kabīr. Rashid Ahmad, "Tafsīr in Sūfī literature with particular reference to Abu Al-Qasim al-Qushairī" (PhD diss. contemporaneous with the period of the Tafsīr al-kabīr's supposed composition, the two works would likely have overlapping influences. In fact, Thaʿlabī's introduction goes so far as to list the "sources" of his tafsīr providing valuable chains of transmission. The many names enumerated in the introduction can be used to better identify similar names appearing in the Leiden and Laleli manuscripts.
The Leiden Manuscript
The Leiden manuscript contains a Qur'an commentary that covers verses Q. 57:21 to Q. 66:12 and consists of 295 hastily written folios. The handwriting is often difffĳicult to read and is only partially dotted. The brief title page also bears text attributing the work to Qushayrī, but Qushayrī's name never appears elsewhere in the text. A colophon on folio 240b indicates that that portion of the manuscript was copied on 17 Jumāda al-Awwal, 535 (28 December, 1140) by Muḥammad b. al-Ḥasan b. Aḥmad al- . . .[Ba]sanī (?), a fĳigure I have been unable to identify.27 Dated notations appear abundantly throughout the manuscript, which is useful in establishing the text's provenance. Moreover, the commentary is divided into sessions (majālis; sing. majlis) indicating that each block of text was delivered for the specifĳied session. This detail matches well the description given of the Tafsīr al-kabīr. The majālis format was also a common convention of delivery for scholars of Qushayrī's time and place.28 Concerning the majālis of the Leiden manuscript, each session is numbered and dated with the copyist regularly denoting three items: 1) the year of the session; 2) the calendrical date for each session; and, 3) the day of the week. This information reveals that the tafsīr was delivered weekly every Tuesday from 2 Dhū al-Ḥijja, 413 to 19 Rābīʿ al-Awwal, 414 (25 February to 10 June in the year 1023). Also, the fĳirst labeled majlis is numbered 462 with the last ending sixteen weeks later with majlis 477. Thus, we further learn that the commentary was being gradually delivered over an extensive period of time. This begs the His explanation that "a true ʿĀlim, or Ṣūfī, is not bound to follow any theological school" is oblivious to Qushayrī's ardent advocacy of Ashʿarism and to the divisive factional strife affflicting fĳifth/eleventh century Nishapur.33
But the issues surrounding Ahmad's conclusion are not limited to this oversight. In fact, citations made by Rāzī cannot be taken at face value. As Suleiman Mourad has shown, names appearing in the Mafātiḥ al-ghayb do not necessarily indicate that Rāzī had access to the commentaries of the persons named. While Rāzī did have direct access to some texts, like the tafsīr of al-Zamakhsharī Rāzī aside, Ahmad also turns to the seventh/thirteenth century tafsīr of Qurṭubī.37 A reading of Qurṭubī's commentary reveals that the name Qushayrī is periodically quoted throughout the text. But as with Rāzī, the correlation between Qurṭubī's work and the Leiden manuscript is not straightforward. Sometimes Qurṭubī appears to be referring to Abū l-Qāsim Qushayrī and sometimes to his son Abū Naṣr ʿAbd al-Raḥīm. Ultimately, Ahmad identifĳies two passages from Qurṭūbī's tafsīr that resonate with the Leiden manuscript, verses Q. The text of the Leiden manuscript discloses a number of signifĳicant names. These names, though, should not necessarily be considered sources. An important caution raised by Mourad, and variously expressed by others, bears reiterating:
. . . It is misleading to compile lists of names of early exegetes, grammarians, etc. quoted in later tafāsīr, especially whose works have been lost, and speculate that the later scholars must have possessed their works. Unless we have conclusive and corroborative proof that they did, such assumptions are untenable to say the least.41
The names cited throughout the Leiden manuscript are better understood as influences rather than sources in that the author of the commentary was interested in either reproducing their opinions or invoking their authority. These were persons and interpretations of value and are worth identifying in order to better understand the exegetical interests of the author.
Reading to and respect for this relatively recent legal tafsīr. It is not implausible to imagine that Qushayrī would have been familiar with this work. However, Jaṣṣāṣ's Ḥanafĳi and Muʿtazili afffĳiliations need to be adequately framed if Qushayrī is in fact the author of the Leiden commentary. Several possible explanations will be furnished below in the conclusion. At the very least, an interest for diffferences of opinion, both legal and theological, was a general concern for many scholars.
Scholastics aside, the commentary is not devoid of pietistic and mystical content either. While the substance of the tafsīr never approaches the level of mystical engagement found in Sulamī's earlier Ḥaqāʾiq al-tafsīr or Qushayrī's later Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt, a handful of spiritual paragons nevertheless speak in the Leiden manuscript. Two sections in particular are noteworthy. For the commentary on verse Q. 57:23 seven reports are given in quick succession. Each is related to the theme of renunciation (zuhd) in some way, which is signifĳi-cant since Qushayrī cites the very same verse in his treatment of zuhd in the Risāla. 48 The reports are from A similar case appears with the quotation of Dhū l-Nūn al-Miṣrī (d. 246/861) near the end of the Leiden manuscript. Dhū al-Nūn, who is also noticeably present in Qushayrī's Risāla,53 is quoted in the context of verse Q. 66:8 for his understanding of al-tawba al-naṣūḥ ("sincere repentance").54 While the saying is not in the Risāla either, it is found in the collection Shuʿab al-īmān by Qushayrī's close colleague Abū Bakr al-Bayhaqī.55 The two of them travelled together through Iraq and the Hejaz studying hadith with the same teachers.56 Qushayrī then may have been familiar with this particular report from Dhū l-Nūn as well. These spiritual sayings, found with Abū Nuʿaym and Bayhaqī, were clearly circulating in Qushayrī's milieu and may well have fallen into his compositional purview if he were indeed the author behind the Leiden manuscript.
The author acknowledged and respected the exegetical authority of these ascetics and mystics enough to include them here. Their sayings were deemed to have interpretive value. Furthermore, the appearance of these specifĳic personalities in the Leiden commentary represents a wider trend. These mystics, ascetics and sages were being brought together into the historical consciousness of the developing Sufĳi tradition. The trend is most visible in the ṭabaqāt genre of Sufĳi texts, Qushayrī's Risāla included, but is nonetheless discernible here in select passages of a wide-ranging encyclopedic tafsīr.57 The Leiden commentary, then, appears to have been influenced, even if in a limited fashion, by this concurrent development in Sufĳi literature.
Yet signifĳicant as all the above-mentioned personalities are, they are not the most striking authorities cited in the Leiden manuscript. In fact, there are fĳive persons that are named with great frequency and at least four of them, as I will argue, may have been contemporaries with the author. The fĳive fĳigures are Abū ʿAlī, Abū l-Qāsim, Qāḍī al-Quḍāh, Abū Muslim, and al-Aṣamm. Even though Ahmad came to largely diffferent conclusions in identifying these names, his analysis will nonetheless be helpful.
The fĳirst two names, Abū ʿAlī and Abū l-Qāsim, are of special importance because their names are regularly preceded by the title shaykhunā ("our master") likely indicating that each had directly taught the author of the Leiden manuscript. Also, their names are often accompanied by the posthumous honorifĳic raḥimahu Allāh ("may God have mercy on him") possibly indicating that they had died recently (relative to the author) and/or that they had Based upon this preliminary investigation of the manuscript, one cannot entirely discredit the possibility of Abū l-Qāsim al-Qushayrī's authorship. In certain respects, the Leiden manuscript may well represent a surviving fragment of Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr. The division into sessions, the dating of the text, and the strong correspondence between the names in manuscript with Qushayrī's scholarly world support the case. The matter, of course, is far from defĳinitively settled and there is a remarkably diffferent second manuscript to consider.
The Laleli Manuscript
The Laleli manuscript consists of the beginning of the commentary until verse Q. 6:20. It is 312 folios mainly written in black ink with red ink occasionally used to denote new verses. Red underlining is further used to mark new interpretations possibly indicating that the text was reviewed or studied after its writing. However, unlike the Leiden manuscript, the Laleli manuscript provides no dates. Nor is there is a colophon. Moreover, there is no evidence that the manuscript is divided into sessions, as one might expect of Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr. The only indication of authorship is the initial line of the text that attributes the commentary to Abū l-Qāsim al-Qushayrī.76 This ascription, while promising, is far from a defĳinitive determinant.
Regardless, Maymūnī, the only scholar to have previously studied the Laleli manuscript, confĳidently afffĳirms Abū l-Qāsim al-Qushayrī's authorship. First, he points to the descriptions provided by Fārisī, Ibn Khallikān, Subkī, and Ṭāshköprüzāde as evidence that the Laleli manuscript, which is extensive, must be the great commentary (al-tafsīr al-kabīr) attributed to Qushayrī.77 Second he uncritically accepts the initial line's claim of authorship as true without entertaining the possibility of erroneous emendation or interpolation. 78 Fortunately, Maymūnī's third and fĳinal piece of evidence has greater weight. Doing for the Laleli manuscript exactly what Ahmad did for the Leiden manuscript, Maymūnī compares the commentary with the citations of Qushayrī found in Qurṭubī's tafsīr. He is able to identify several passages also found in the Laleli manuscript noting nonetheless that some of the references in 77 Ibn Khallikān's erroneous reporting has already been discussed. Unaware of this, Maymūnī insists on calling the commentary by the name mistakenly given by Ibn Khāllikān, al-Taysīr fī ʿilm al-tafsīr.
78 Maymūnī, "al-Taysīr," 104. Qurṭubī are indeed references to the son Abū Naṣr al-Qushayrī.79 In fact, when passages appear in both Abū Naṣr and the Laleli manuscript, Maymūnī takes this to be a sign of the son depending on the commentary of the father, thus reinforcing that the Laleli manuscript must be Qushayrī's work. This correlation, while more substantive and promising than the preceding points, is not free of suspicion. It is just as likely that the author of the Laleli manuscript and Abū Naṣr were independently drawing upon similar sources and the correspondence with Qurṭubī merely demonstrates a degree of regional-historical exegetical sharing or cross-pollination. If the case is to be made, further evidence is required. Taking another approach, Maymūnī examines the content of the commentary to situate the Laleli manuscript in its theological context, providing us with valuable information concerning the author's theological predilections. As Maymūnī demonstrates with quotations from the text, the author actively refutes the positions of the Qadariyya or Muʿtazila, the anthropomorphic Mujassima, and the Shia.80 In fact, the Muʿtazila are "othered" by his language, in that their opinions are compartmentalized with phrases like "qālat al-Muʿtazila."81 The author's non-identifĳication with the Shia is also made apparent in his defense of the caliphate of Abū Bakr indicating instead a broad ahl al-sunna orientation.82
Examining the names quoted in the Laleli manuscript, the fĳigures cited differ signifĳicantly from those in the Leiden manuscript. As expected the names of Companions and Successors appear routinely, but some of the most prominent names from the Leiden manuscript, particularly Abū ʿAlī, Qāḍī al-Quḍāt, and Abū Muslim are nowhere to be found. Abū l-Qāsim does appear once as "Abū l-Qāsim Ibn Ḥabīb" at the end of the manuscript.83 His date of death, 406/1016, is our fĳirst clue towards dating the commentary; the Laleli commentary must have been produced during or after Ibn Ḥabīb's lifetime. While Aṣamm never appears in the manuscript, Ibn Kaysān does, who was also positively identifĳied in the Leiden manuscript.
There are several other familiar names that occur in the Laleli manuscript. The well-known Ṭabarī is variously invoked as Ibn Jarīr, Muḥammad b. Jarīr and Muḥammad b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī throughout the text. Representing philological perspectives, Zajjāj, Sībawayh, and Muʿarrij are also cited. Yet the overlap with the Leiden manuscript is relatively small and even then some of the naming conventions difffer, as in how each manuscript refers to Aṣamm and Ṭabarī. On this front alone, there is reason to suspect that the two manuscripts contain diffferent commentaries.
But as with the Leiden manuscript, the Laleli manuscript does contain legal discussions. The range of these discussions, however, is noticeably more restricted. Opinions are largely confĳined to Shāfĳiʿī and the Shāfĳiʿi madhhab, with much less attention given to reporting ikhtilāf. Abū Bakr al-Rāzī al-Jaṣṣāṣ, who was so prominent in the Leiden manuscript, is entirely absent in the Laleli text. In fact, the emphasis is reversed. Whereas the Leiden manuscript offfered more legal and theological material than philological, the Laleli manuscript is overwhelmingly philological in bent.
Substantively speaking, matters of grammar, lexicography and variant readings of the Qur'an (qira ʾāt), including anomalous (shādhdh) readings, appear with great frequency. In sum, all of the above mentioned authorities found in the Laleli manuscript predate Qushayrī by at least a generation: Ibn Fūrak died in 406/1015, Ibn Ḥabīb in 406/1016, and Sulamī in 412/1021. Given these dates and the absence of later authorities, it is unlikely that the commentary was written much later than a century afterwards. A timeframe as early as the 410s-20s/1020s is within the realm of possibility.
Moreover, the names of Ibn Fūrak, Ibn Ḥabīb and Sulamī further localize the text to Nishapur, or at least Khurasan, since they all spent a signifĳicant amount of time there. Finally, given the scholars cited, the commentary also exhibits a predilection for, or at least a passive acceptance, of Ashʿarism, Shāfĳiʿism and Sufĳism in addition to its consciously philological hermeneutics. All of these were important aspects of Qushayrī's own scholarly identity. And although the Laleli manuscript lacks the dated sessions found in the Leiden manuscript, such notations may have been excised by a later copyist. But ultimately caution must be taken in the absence of defĳinitive evidence. Possibility, after all, does not speak to probability.
Speculative Conclusions
Several Muʿtazili authors appear in both the Leiden and Laleli manuscripts. Their inclusion as exegetical voices is not implausible. Qushayrī, immersed in the apologetics and polemics of speculative theology (kalām), would have been familiar with some, if not all, of these fĳigures. Qushayrī demonstrates this in Shikāyat ahl al-sunna where at one point he challenges Abū ʿAlī al-Jubbāʾī.96 Thus, it is not beyond the realm of possibility that Qusahyrī could have cited the likes of Abū Muslim al-Iṣbahānī or qāḍī ʿAbd al-Jabbār. Moreover, the tafsīr genre was not as polemically charged as the kalām discourse. The citation of an authority in a tafsīr did not necessarily entail an endorsement of their theology. More often than not, scholars were cited because of their diffferences of opinions. This is especially true with encyclopedic Qur'an commentaries where anthologizing a plethora of interpretations is an organizing principle. As the preceding manuscript descriptions have shown, both the Leiden and Laleli manuscripts fall into the encyclopedic category. Lastly, scholars were more often than not cited for their particular expertise in a discipline, rather than as a representative of a certain school or movement. Figures like Ibn Kaysān al-Aṣamm, Abū Muslim al-Iṣbahānī and Muʾarrij were referenced in the manuscripts for their philological interpretations, not theological ones. Likewise, the Ḥanafĳi Jaṣṣāṣ was clearly invoked for his juristic aḥkām-oriented exegesis and not his Muʿtazilī orientation.
But if the kinds of sources do not necessary preclude Qushayrī's authorship, what sort of conclusions can be drawn? The prospects for Qushayrī's authorship seem promising if each manuscript is considered individually. The Leiden manuscript's division into sessions and clear, reconcilable dates are strong arguments for it being Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr. Furthermore, key fĳigures seem to be regularly quoted, i.e. Abū ʿAlī (al-Daqqāq) and Abū l-Qāsim (Ibn Ḥabīb). The Laleli manuscript presents a regionally consistent set of authorities (Ibn Fūrak, Ibn Ḥabīb, and Sulamī) that place it in a historical and regional setting that is very Nishapuri, if not "Qushayrian," in character. And both works have interesting correspondences with Qurṭubī that 1) further the argument that each is possibly the work of Qushayrī, and 2) that each appears related to the tafsīr of Qushayrī's son Abū Naṣr ʿAbd al-Raḥmān.
A problem arises, however, when the two texts are placed side by side. Neither commentary looks directly related to the other. Authorities cited in both manuscripts do not appear with the same frequency, other authorities appear in only one text and not the other, works heavily quoted in one are entirely absent in the other, and the emphasis laid on various exegetical approaches difffers dramatically. In an attempt to formulate a feasible relationship between these manuscripts and Qushayrī, I offfer a series of speculative possibilities but no defĳinitive conclusions.
Scenario One: The Leiden and Laleli manuscripts are, in fact, both authentic preserves of Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr. The diffferences in sources and style between them may reflect Qushayrī's own change in style as time passed during the many years of the commentary's delivery. The Laleli manuscript, being the beginning of the tafsīr, would have been begun before 410/1019-20 (perhaps as early as 404/1014 if calculated back from the known session numbers) while the Leiden manuscript, covering Q. 57:21 to Q. 66:12, was delivered in 413-14/1023. The two sections, after all, would have been separated by eight to nine years leaving ample time for Qushayrī to expand and further develop his interpretive approach and delivery style. Thus, the authorities found in the Leiden manuscript, but not in the Laleli manuscript would represent new exegetical voices that Qushayrī encountered and adopted during the interim, like the works of Jaṣṣāṣ, Abū Muslim al-Iṣbaḥānī, and Qāḍī al-Quḍāh. But this would also entail Qushayrī becoming disinterested in the exegetical opinions of Ibn Fūrak, Ibn Qutayba and various other grammarians.
Scenario Two: The Leiden manuscript, because of its dating and structure is Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr while the Laleli manuscript is an entirely separate commentary composed by Qushayrī. This latter commentary may have been composed after the Leiden manuscript of 413-14/1023, but before the Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt, which was begun in 437/1045-6. With more than twenty years separating the Tafsīr al-kabīr and the Laṭāʾif al-ishārāt, the Laleli manuscript may well represent the continued exegetical activity of Qushayrī, who was accustomed to delivering Qur'an commentary in weekly sessions. As generations passed, memory of the Laleli commentary may have been conflated with the earlier Tafsīr al-kabīr. This interim tafsīr may have then been the inspiration or basis for Abū Naṣr's al-Taysīr fī ʿilm al-tafsīr, which echoes its philological proclivities.
Scenario Three: The Leiden manuscript is the Tafsīr al-kabīr given its precise dating and structure, while Laleli manuscript may be the work of one of Qushayrī's sons. His eldest son Abu Saʿd ʿAbd Allāh (d. 477/1084) and the above mentioned fourth son Abū Naṣr ʿAbd al-Raḥīm were noted for their work in tafsīr. In fact, the Laleli manuscript may be a variation of al-Taysīr fī ʿilm al-tafsīr since, according to Ahmad's study, "Abū Naṣr's Tafsir al-Taisīr is itself a selection of his own larger commentary."97 But it is somewhat peculiar that neither son would have quoted their father in any form in the Laleli commentary.
Scenario Four: Despite the precise dating of the Leiden manuscript, it may be the work of one of Qushayrī's colleagues, while the Laleli manuscript is Qushayrī's Tafsīr al-kabīr given its similarities his son Abū Naṣr's commentary. Abū Muḥammad al-Juwaynī, Abū ʿUthmān al-Ṣābūnī, and Abū Bakr al-Bayhaqī are just some of Qushayrī's Nishapuri colleagues who were remembered for their work in tafsīr. Circulating in the same pedagogical and social circles as Qushayrī, scholars such as these would have been likely exposed to the same set of exegetical authorities. Rather than being the work of Qushayrī, the Leiden manuscript may be the preserve of one of their works or the work of another contemporary.
Scenario Five: Neither commentary is the work of Qushayrī and they are in fact the product of two diffferent exegetes. In fact, given the possible abundance of Muʿtazili authorities in the Leiden manuscript (Ibn Kaysān al-Aṣamm, qāḍī ʿAbd al-Jabbār, Abū Muslim al-Iṣbahānī, Abū l-Qāsim al-Kaʿbī), that tafsīr may have been composed by an author more sympathetic to Muʿtazili personalities, or at least one who was less critical of them than Qushayrī was. The Laleli manuscript, with its overriding philological concern, may have been the work of any number of scholars.
Taking into consideration these possibilities I will venture some tentative evaluations. Given the stark diffference between the two manuscripts I am not inclined to see them as two parts of the same work, even if we entertain that 97 Ahmad, "Abu al-Qāsim al-Qushairī," 41. their respective dates of composition were set some time apart. The division into sessions of one and the lack thereof in the other should not be so easily dismissed. Nor can the diffferences in sources between the two be easily explained away. In fact, because the Laleli manuscript explicitly cites Sulamī, Ibn Fūrak, and Ibn Ḥabīb, I believe the text to be an actual work composed by Qushayrī, either the Tafsīr al-kabīr or a later commentary. As for the Leiden manuscript, more work needs to be done on its content and sources. Far too many ambiguities remain. As such, I would argue that either Scenario Two or Scenario Four are the most likely.
Something must also be said concerning the uniqueness of each manuscript. What is to be made of the fact that each manuscript seems to be the only preservation of that particular segment of a Qur'an commentary? Two points warrant emphasis. First, our present knowledge of the surviving manuscript tradition remains incomplete. While thousands of manuscripts in many of the major libraries and archives are fĳinally being properly cataloged, there are countless others that remain miscataloged or completely undocumented. There may indeed be other manuscripts waiting to be identifĳied that preserve the same commentary or commentaries found in the Leiden and Laleli manuscripts. At the very least, these two manuscripts can now be better situated within the wider manuscript tradition and in fact may prove useful in future effforts to identify other commentaries. Second, the survival of at least these two manuscripts, the Leiden and Laleli, is nonetheless a testament that the exegesis contained within had held some degree of importance, at least for a time, for several generations. That both these works have a Nishapuri, or at least Khurasani character is also signifĳicant because they are further evidence for the major role that the city and region played for the development of the tafsīr tradition. Whoever their respective authors may be, the two texts appear to have at least been influenced by the exegetical circles of the area.
Nevertheless, in the end I must reiterate that the preceding study is intended as a preliminary investigation. Further work is certainly required. With the cited authorities of the two manuscripts enumerated, the contents of each manuscript need to be closely analyzed and exhaustively cross-referenced with the relevant works of predecessors, contemporaries and historical successors. Until this substantial work is done, the question of authorship cannot be defĳinitively answered. Nevertheless, important groundwork for undertaking these future endeavors has been laid and the fog of previous studies has hopefully been adequately dissipated. Composed by Qushayrī or not, the Leiden and Laleli manuscripts are promising texts in-and-of-themselves. They testify to the fluorescence of exegetical activity in Khurasan in the fĳifth/eleventh century and to the intersection of various religious traditions, including Sufĳism, theology, law and philology, in the developing tafsīr tradition.
